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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-10 have been examined. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The infonmation disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 2/6/02 was filed after the mailing date 
on 2/6/02. The submission is In compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the 
infonnation disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Objections 

2. Applicant is advised that should claim 5 be found allowable, claim 7 will be objected to under 37 
CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an application are duplicates or 
else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it 
is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed 
claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-3,8,10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

5. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the fourth one of computers" in lines 5 and 6. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

6. Claim 8 recites the limitation: 

• "the client proxy software" in line 4; 
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• "the client application" in lines 5 and 6; and 

• "the first computer system" in line 9, 

There is insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in the claim. 

7. Claim 10 recites the limitation: 

• "the client proxy" in line 4; and 

• "the client application" in line 6. 

There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the daim. 

8. All other claims not mentioned specifically are rejected by virtue of being dependent on a rejected 
claim. 

9. Claim 9 is rejected as failing to define the invention in the manner required by 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph. 

The claim(s) must be in one sentence form only. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

10. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or In public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 

States. 

11. Claims 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bhide et al. (US 5,852,717), 
herein referred to as Bhide. 

As per claim 1, Bhide discloses a system, as claimed, comprising: 

• a plurality of computers enabled for mutual communication using an optimizing protocol 
(see column 9, lines 39-48, where optimizing is considered increasing perfonnance); 

• a first one of the computers enabled for acting as a proxy for a second one of the 
computers using an application layer protocol (see column 9. lines 49-56, where first 



Application/Control Number: 10/071 ,947 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2153 

computer is considered the proxy server, and second computer is considered the network 
access equipment including an agent and application layer protocol is HTTP); and 

• the second one of the computers acting as a proxy for at least a third one of the 
computers using the application layer protocol (see Fig. 9, where [502] and [508] make 
up the client which is considered the third computer), wherein the first one of the 
computers is enabled for communication with a fourth one of computers using the 
application layer protocol (see Fig. 9, where [512] is first computer enabled for 
communicating with fourth computer [506]); 

• the second one of the computers being further enabled for selecting between the first one 
and the fourth one of the computers, for directing a request from one of the third one of 
the computers (see column 9, lines 49-65, where second computer (agent) sends HTTP 
requests from third computer (client) to either first one (proxy server) or fourth one (Web 
server)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 2-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bhide et al., herein 
referred to as Bhide as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Pepe et al. (US 5,673,322), herein 
referred to as Pepe. 

As per claim 2, although the system disclosed by Bhide shows that the application layer protocol 
is HTTP (see column 9, lines (49-57), it fails to disclose that the second and third computers are one and 
the same computer. 
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Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Bhide, as evidenced by Pepe. 

In an analogous art, Pepe discloses a system with a plurality of computers enabled for mutual 
communication using an optimizing protocol, further showing that a proxy resides on a client computer 
(see column 7. lines 10-23). 

Given the teaching of Pepe, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Bhide by putting a proxy on the same machine 
as a client, such as disclosed by Pepe, in order to allow the client to translate requests to an appropriate 
protocol suitable for optimized transmission. 

As per claim 3, using the same motivation to combine as above, Bhide in view of Pepe disclose 
that a first and second computer (remote proxy and local proxy) employ a means for compatible data 
compression (see column 7, lines 31-44). 

As per claim 4 although the system disclosed by Bhide shows a method of communication over a 
network, as claimed, comprising the steps of: 

• configuring a client computer, a first proxy computer, a second proxy computer, and a 
server computer, each having a data processing means, a data storing means, and an 
operating system (see column 9, lines 39-48, although not specifically stated, it is implied, 
if not inherent, that the computers described all have a data processing means, storage, 
and an operating system); 

• interconnecting the computers for communication through a wide area networi< (see Fig. 
9, and column 5, lines 1-9, where wide area network is considered the Worid Wide Web); 

• enabling the first proxy computer for communication with the server computer using an 
application layer protocol (see Fig. 9, where [512] is first computer enabled for 
communicating with server computer [506]); 

• enabling the first proxy computer and the second proxy computer for communication by a 
special optimizing protocol (column 9, lines 39-51); and 
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• enabling the second proxy computer for communication with the client computer using 
the application layer protocol (see Fig. 9, where [502] and [508] make up the client and 
second proxy server is considered the agent [612]). and further comprising the step of 
enabling the second proxy computer for communication with the server computer using 
the application layer protocol (see column 9, lines 49-57, where second proxy computer 
is the agent and server is the Web server using application layer protocol HTTP); 

• the second proxy computer is further enabled for selecting between the server computer 
and the first proxy computer, for directing a request from the client computer (see column 
9, lines 49-65, where second computer (agent) sends HTTP requests from client to either 
proxy server or Web server), 

it fails to disclose placing the second proxy computer local to the client computer. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Bhide, as evidenced by Pepe. 

In an analogous art, Pepe discloses a system with a plurality of computers enabled for mutual 
communication using an optimizing protocol, further showing that a proxy is local to a client computer 
(see column 7. lines 10-23). 

Given the teaching of Pepe, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Bhide by making a local proxy for a client, such 
as disclosed by Pepe, in order to allow the client to translate requests to an appropriate protocol suitable 
for optimized transmission. 

As per claim 5. Bhide in view of Pepe further disclose enabling the application protocol in HTTP 
and wherein the client application is adapted for browsing (see Bhide column 9, lines 43-51). 

As per claim 6, Bhide in view of Pepe further disclose enabling the first and second proxy 
computers for operating with mutually compatible data compression (see Pepe column 7, lines 31-44). 

14. Claims 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pepe et al. (US 
5,673,322), herein referred to as Pepe. and further in view of Bhide et al. (US 5,82,717). 
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As per claims 8 and 10. although the system disclosed by Pepe shows a two proxy system, as 
claimed, comprising the steps of: 

• providing at least one user computer communicating with Internet serving computers 
using an application layer protocol, and at least one proxy computer (see Fig, 5); 

• enabling the user computer, using downloaded software, to configure the client 
application for sending requests in the application protocol to the client proxy software 
(see column 7. lines 10-23, where downloaded software is considered local proxy 
module); 

• using downloaded software to configure the user computer for operating the client proxy 
software whenever the client application is operating (see column 7, lines 10-23, where 
downloaded software is considered local proxy module), 

it fails to disclose sending at least one portion of the requests from the application to the first computer 
system. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Pepe, as evidenced by Bhide. 

In an analogous art, Bhide discloses a two proxy system (see Fig. 9, where [510] is considered 
one proxy and [512] is considered another proxy) providing at least one user computer communicating 
with Internet serving computers using an application layer protocol and at least one proxy computer (see 
column 9, lines 44-56), further showing sending at least one portion of requests from an application to a 
first computer system (see column 9, lines 49-60). 

Given the teaching of Bhide, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Pepe by giving a choice between sending 
requests to a proxy server or directly to a web server, such as disclosed by Bhide, in order to gain an 
increase in perfomiance depending on whether it would be beneficial to receive requests directly from a 
web server or through a proxy. 

In considering downloading installation files from a web site to a memory device in a user 
computer, and installing the client proxy software from the installation device, Pepe shows that it is 
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capable to configure a local proxy module remotely from a service provider to allow the proxy to update 
the end users host system (see column 10. lines 31-46, where downloaded software is considered local 
proxy module). It is old and well known in the art that modules can be downloaded from a remote web 
site and installed. Since Pepe discloses that the local proxy is simply a software package (see column 7. 
lines 10-23), it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to allow the software package to be 
downloaded from a web site and installed, in order to allow easy management of the proxy services 
without going to the physical location of the client. 

As per claim 9, using the same motivation to combine as above. Pepe in view of Bhide disclose a 
two proxy system comprising the steps of: 

• providing a plurality of computers interconnected via WAN (see Bhide Fig. 9. and column 5, lines 
1-9, where wide area network is considered the World Wide Web) 

• transferring installation of files from one of the computers to another of the computers (see 
rejection above) 

• enabling the another of the computers to act as a proxy for a browser function thereof (see Pepe 
column 7, lines 10-23) 

• enabling the another of the computers to use a further computer as a proxy therefor (see Pepe 
column 7, lines 10-23). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Philip J Chea whose telephone number is 571-272-3951. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 7:00-4:30 (1st Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Glenn Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Infomfiation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status Information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status infomiation for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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